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t )e Commissioner for 
2088. 




Alan W. You 

MAIL STOP AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Applicants respectfully request Pre- Appeal Brief Review of the outstanding 
which, it is submitted, are predicated upon clear factual errors in the Office's characterization 
applied references. 

The Office, in the context of its §103(a) rejection, re-submits the previously 
rejections relative to Cross, and now asserts that the only difference between Cross 
embodiments is that Cross "does not explicitly disclose that the dispute process is 
the vendor's Web site/*, a feature the Office contends is taught by Robinson et al. 

An examination of Cross reveals that the Office's position is unsupported by tie iefe? euce oscll 
Indeed, Cross teaches to: 
. 1 . upload a vendor bill(l 0 in Fig. 1); 

2. carry out a validation process on the uploaded bill (see Col 2, lines 25-27); 

3. generate discrepancy information and a dispute report according to the results 
process if the charged rates do not match reference rates (see Col. 2, lines 45-55) 

4. determine whether the uploaded bill should be approved or disapproved through 
approval process (see Col. 2, lines 59-63), and 

5. carry out one of three steps; namely: 
a. approve and pay the invoice (see CoL 1 1, lines 34-35) 
b- reject the invoice and marie the invoice as rejected (see Col. 1 1, lines 40- 
c. short pay the invoice and send a dispute report to the vendor (see Col. 22 
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As may be seen, after the customer obtains the bill from the vendor (i.e., 
uploads the vendor bill), the vendor is no longer involved in the dispute process, 
provides the vendor with a dispute report. 



PAGE 05 

after the customer 
until the customer 



Clear Eijor I: No pending Credit Memo Request is created by the customer and caused to be 
routed to the vendor in Cross, contrary to that asserted by the Office. 

In Cross, the uploaded invoice is paid, rejected, or partially paid, and no pending Credit Memo 



Request is created by the customer and/or caused by t he customer to be routed throug h the vendor (the 



entity in Cross that generates the invoice), contrary to what is asserted by the 
resolution in Cross is carried out solely by the customer - which is possible in Cross 
of power in Cross, as between the vendor (local, small telecom) and the customer 
telecom), rests with the customer, the larger of the two entities. In fact, as noted in 
Amendment, Cross teaches that the c ustomer is in contact with the vendor on only 



Office. 



; The dispute 
because the balance 
distance, large 
previously filed 
three occasions. 



(long 
the 



Upload the invoice 
invoice is paid 



tie 



none of which being for the purpose of requesting a Credit Memo : 

1. One connection is made to the external data source 10 to access and 
(see Col. 4, lines 59-60); 

2. One connection is made through the autopayment interface 13 when 
(see Col. 5, lines 1-10), and 

3. One last connection is made through an invoice and dispute report 
copies of invoices and dispute reports to the vendor. 

All of the other steps and processes described in Cross are carried out internally within the 
customer. That is, the customer does not carry out a step of "accessing, by the 
record corresponding to the pending invoice to be disputed over a Web site of the 



from 



Nor does the customer carry out the claimed step of "selecting, from the vendor's 
code for the dispute along with an identification of a disputed amount in the pending 
does not teach such steps as Cross teaches that the customer obtains the invoice 
thereafter carries out all steps internally until it pays the invoice and/or provides a 
outcome of the dispute is a "fait accompli**, at this point) to the vendor. That the 
otherwise constitutes a clear factual error. 



Clear Error H : Reason codes are not selected from vendor's Web site in Crosp : 
asserted by the Office. 

The Reason Codes in Cross (see, e.g., Fig. 8, and reason code 40 in Col 9 ; 
are the customer's internal reason codes, and are not selected bv the customer from the 



lines 



as required by the claimed embodiments. Indeed, Cross teaches to approve, disapprove or short pay an 

2 
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M;mo 



factuU 



invoice internally, within itself, and does not teach or suggest any manner of one 

other party generating, a Credit Memo Request or selecting any reason codes from a 

The Office's contrary position is unsupported by Cross, and constitutes yet another 

Clear Error III: Cross does not teach that the customer causes the Credit 
sent through any process of the vendor, as claimed. This constitutes another clear 

As pointed out previously, the pending claims recite that the Credit Memo 

through foe vendor's Web site by the customer, which is antithetical to the method es; 

which the customer (invoice recipient) does not: i) access the vendor's Web site; ii) 

from the vendor's Web site, iii) validate a Credit Memo Request; or iv) cause any 

to be sent and routed to the vendor in the claimed (or any) manner. That the Office 

constitutes another factual error. In Cross, the "dispute resolution" is initiated, carried 

sua sponte, entirely within, by and under the full control of the customer, and the 

generated the bill) is a wholly uninvolved bystander in the process . 



party Requesting, and the 
vendor's web site, 
falctual error. 



Request is created 
;pbused by Cross, in 
a reason code 
Crefiit Memo Request 
cjontends otherwise 
out and decided, 
(the party that 



vendor 



nor i 



Indeed, it is respectfully submitted to the Review Panel that the discrepancy i 
dispute report taught by Cross is not equivalent to the claimed Credit Memo Request, 
steps to create the claimed Credit Memo Request taught in Cross; whether carriec. 
vendor's Web site or not. In Cross, the dispute report is generated within the custome r 



vendor's web site), without anv contact with the vend™-, and merely sent to the vendor 
short pays the vendor (see Col. 11, lines 36-39). For this reason, Cross cannot be 
dispute report is routed through "at least one of a selected process of the vendor for 
code, a selected hierarchy of persons at the vendor empowered to approve Credit 
incorporating the selected reason code and a primary approver at the vendor for 
code;' as required by the claims. The Office's contention otherwise constitutes yet another 

For the foregoing reasons, therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the pjrimaiv 



said 



the 



applied combination does not teach or suggest that which is again asserted by the Office 
Office changed the anticipation rejection to an obviousness 



Previously, the 

rejection and added the secondary reference to 



Robinson et al. for its alleged teaching of the dispute process being "conducted thru tjie vendor s Web 
site". 

Clear Error IV: The dispute process is not conducted "thru the vendor's W> site" in the 
secondary reference to Robinson et al., contrary to that asserted by the Office 

Robinson et al. teach methods and systems for creating an encrypted digital receipt (see, e.g., the 

tide and the Abstract of Robinson et al). The focus of Robinson et al is to provide private records of an 

3 
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To 



online transaction that may be trusted by both parties (see Col. 2, lines 7-13) 
records" that may be trusted by both the merchant and the customer, Robinson 
generation of encrypted receipts for online transactions. To do .so, a transaction record 
contains "at least some information that, on its face, would identify the transaction to 
Col 4, lines 45-47). This transaction record is then encrypted (see Col. 5, lines 12- 
encrypted "digital receipt" (their terminology), which is then transmitted back to the 
lines 23-25). The customer then saves this encrypted digital receipt (see Col 6, linet 
then use it "in case of disputes or problems with the order," (see CoL 6, lines 61-64). 
disclosed (at Col. 8, lines 3 1-35), "may wish to present" the digital receipt to the merchant 
dispute or whenever the customer or the merchant wishes to verify that a particular 
or to verify that the customer is entitled to discounts. Robinson et al's 



OfiGce 



ther efore, is but a mutually acceptable proof-of*purchase receipt or certificate . 

Nowhere, however, do Robinson et al. teach or suggest that "the dispute process 
the vendor's Web site" as asserted by the Office on page 4 of the outstanding 
constitutes another clear factual error on t fre Office's part . Robinson et al. teaches a 
that may be used as a trusted record of a past online transaction in cases in which 
Robinson et al. are entirely silent as to any self-service method for a customer to 
invoice through the vendor's web site. Being issued an encrypted digital receipt as 
proof-of-purchase of a past fi. e*. concluded) transaction in case of a later dispute 
level of a method for a customer to dispute a pending (as claimed) invoice through the 
In fact, Robinson et al. are entirely silent as to how a customer dispute is to be processed 
repeated teachings that their encrypted digital receipt should be saved by the customer 
may present it to the merchant should a dispute arises at some point in the future. 

Considering now the Cross and Robinson et al references in combination ^ a5 
context of a § 103(a) rejection, the combination appears to teach, as set out in Cross, tc 
bill; to carry out a validation process on the uploaded bill; to generate discrepancy 
dispute report according to the results of the validation process if the charged rates do 
rates, and to carry out one of three steps; namely a) approve and pay the invoice (see 
34-35), b) reject the invoice and mark the invoice as rejected (see Cross, Col. 1 1, lines ^ 
pay the invoice and send a dispute report to the vendor (see Cross, Col. 22, lines 36-38). 

The encrypted digital receipt of Robinson et al., inCross. would only be useful 
short pays the vendor's invoice and sends a dispute report to the vendor, as in 3) 

4 



provide "private 
et al. teaches the 
is generated that 
"he merchant" (see 
17) to generate an 
customer (see Col. 6, 
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|The customer, it is 
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encrypted digital receipt 
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Indeed, according to the applied combination of references, the customer could then 
encrypted digital invoice back to the vendor, a$ proof that the customer purchased (he 
identified in the short-paid invoice, as taught by Robinson et ah The applied combination 
cannot be said to teach or suggest the claimed embodiments, nor would the clanked 
somehow "emerge" from a collective consideration of these two references. 

The Final Office Action repeats the rejections of the November 13, 2007 Office 
and offers only two arguments in the "Response to Arguments" section, both of wjhicli 
flawed and do not, in any event, further advance the prosecution of this application. 

Clear Error V: The "Examiner interprets such a change in billing status 
request". Page 8 of Office Action of 06/27/08, A change in billing status is the anticipated 



provide the saved 
goods or services 
i, therefore, 
embodiments 

Action verbatim 
are factually 



as 



disput 



credit memo request The instrument (the Credit Memo Request) that initiates the 
not the same as the anticipated result thereof. The Office's interpretation constitutes 
factual error and does not support the outstanding § 103(a) rejections 

Clear Error VI: "...by employing the system of cross [sic, Cross] for disput 
customer is carrying out the underlying processes performed by Cross." Page 9 of 
06/27/08. This statement is, at the very least circular (by employing the system of Cros s 
carrying out the process of Cross) and also does not support the outstanding § 103(a) 

For the foregoing reasons, therefore, it is respectfully requested that the 3: J 
rejections applied to the claims be reconsidered and withdrawn and that the Review 
Examiner to allow this application. The same is, therefore, respectfully requested 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 1, 2008 



Young Law Firm, P.C. 
4370 Alpine Rd., Ste. 106 
Portola Valley, CA 94028 
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